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1 . This action is responsive to the amendment filed on August 1 1 , 2004. Claims 1 , 
6, 10, 14, 16, and 22 were amended. Claims 1-36 are pending. Claims 1-36 represent 
method and apparatus for managing address translations for replicated files in a 
network. 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In claims 6-9, it is unclear how the parent file is 
modified to include the links or references in response to a user's selection of a link 
since the link is associated with a reference contained in a parent file stated in claim 1 . 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



4. Claims 1-2, 5-6, 10, 14, 22, 23, and 33-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Martin et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,457,060. 

Martin teaches the invention as claimed including a method and system for 
flexibly linking to remotely located content on a network through the use of aliases (see 
abstract). 
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As to claim 1 , Martin teaches a method of communication between a client 
computer and a server computer to receive a desired file in response to a user's 
selection of a hyperlink displayed by a browser, the server computer being connected to 
the client computer by a communications network, the method comprising the steps of 
(see figs. 1-6; col. 5-6): 

(a) receiving, at the client, the user's selection of a hyperlink displayed by a 
browser, being associated with a logical reference contained in a parent file (alias 
table), the parent file having been interpreted by the browser to display the hyperlink, 
the logical reference uniquely identifying the desired file independently of an electronic 
address at which the file is located (see figs. 1-3; col. 6, lines 1-60, Martin teaches that 
an alias information file is downloaded in response to the client selecting a reference 
link); 

(b) identifying an electronic address corresponding to the logical reference; and 

(c) receiving, at the client, the file identified by the logical reference (see col. 7, 
lines 50-60; col. 8, lines 1-65, Martin discloses that a physical address is resolved in 
response to client selection of a logical reference). 

As to claim 2, Martin teaches method of claim 1 , wherein the identifying step is 
performed at the client by reference to a list of physical references at the client, the 
list of physical references identifying a plurality of electronic addresses corresponding to 
the logical reference (see col. 8, lines 10-40, Martin discloses that alias table contains 
mappings between logical/alias addresses and physical addresses). 

As to claims 5-6, Martin teaches the method of claim 2, wherein the list of 
physical references is appended to the parent file and wherein the server modifies the 
parent file to include the list of physical references before transmitting the mapping table 
to the client, responsive to the selection of the hyperlink (See col. 8, lines 1-40). 

As to claim 10, Martin teaches a method of communication between a client 
computer and a server computer to receive a parent file (alias information file) in 
response to a user's selection of a hyperlink displayed by a browser, the server 
computer being connected to the client computer by a communications network, the 
method comprising the steps of: 
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(a) receiving, at the server, a request for transfer to a client of the parent file 
containing a logical reference (alias) uniquely identifying a desired file independently of 
a network address, the request being in the form of a physical reference (see col. 8, 
lines 1-40, Martin discloses that a alias information file is downloaded to the client in 
response to a client selected hyperlink or URL); 

(b) modifying the parent file, at the sewer, by inserting therein a list of physical 
references corresponding to each logical reference, and (c) transmitting, from the server 
to the client, the modified parent file (alias information file) (see col. 8, Martin discloses 
that the alias information file is dynamically modified by the server based on the client 
ID). 

Claims 14, and 22 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 1 , 2, 
5-6, 10 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

As t claim 23, Martin teaches the system of claim 22, wherein the server stores 
in the memory a replication directory associating logical references to files with 
electronic addresses of the files stored on a plurality of servers, the list of electronic 
addresses being excerpted from the replication directory (see col. 9-10). 

Claims 33-36 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 1-2, 5-6, 

10, 14, 22, 23 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CAR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 3-4, 7-9, 11-13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Martin in view of Factor, U.S. Patent No. 6,272,523 (previously cited 
in an earlier office action on FORM PTO-892). 

Martin teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method and 

system for flexibly linking to remotely located content on a network through the use of 

aliases (see abstract). 

As to claim 3, Martin teaches the method of claim 2, wherein the identifying step 
is performed at the client by a program for selecting a server. 

Martin fails to teach the claimed limitation of (d) receiving at the client the 
program for selecting a server further comprising the step of: (e) receiving at the client a 
mapping table containing the logical point of access; wherein step (d) is performed 
during step (e); and step (e) is performed before step (a). 

However, Factor teaches receiving at the client the program for selecting a 
server (see col. 6, lines 30-50, Factor discloses that a mapping function is downloaded 
to the client everytime the client initially contacts a site). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin by specifying the program for selecting a server as taught by 
Factor. One would be motivated to do so to automate the address mapping 
functionality. 

As to claims 7-9, Factor teaches the method of claim 6, wherein the server 
transmits the program for selecting a server to the client, wherein the server modifies 
the mapping table to include the server selection program, wherein the server computer 
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modifies the mapping to include a reference to the server selection program before 
transmitting the mapping table to the client (see 6, lines 30-45, Factor discloses that 
upon each connection to a web site, a selection function in the form of a java applet is 
downloaded to the client for dynamically choosing the corresponding physical address). 

Claims 7-9, 11-13, and 15 do not teach or define any new limitation above claims 
3-4, and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 



7. Claims 16-19, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Martin in view of Factor, further in view of Guenthner et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,134,588. 

Martin teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method and 

system for flexibly linking to remotely located content on a network through the use of 

aliases (see abstract). 

As to claim 16, Factor teaches the client computer comprising: 

a memory for storing programs and data; a processor for executing programs; 
a parent file (alias information file), stored in the memory and interpretable to display a 
hyperlink, the parent containing a logical reference uniquely identifying a desired file 
independently of an electronic address at which the desired file is located located (see 
figs. 1-3; col. 6, lines 1-60, Martin teaches that an alias information file is downloaded in 
response to the client selecting a reference link); 

a list of physical references, stored in the memory, listing at least one electronic 
address for each logical reference in the parent file (see col. 6-7, Martin discloses that 
an alias information file is dynamically created based on the client ID which maps logical 
addresses to physical addresses); and 

Martin does not explicitly teach the limitation of a program, stored in the memory, 
for selecting a server responsive to a request for the file identified by the logical 
reference, the program requesting the file using an electronic address from the list 
indicating the file's location on the selected server. 
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However, Factor teaches a program, stored in the memory, for selecting a server 
responsive to a request for the file identified by the logical reference, the program 
requesting the file using an electronic address from the list indicating the file's location 
on the selected server (see figs. 1-6; col. 6, lines 20-60, Factor discloses that when a 
web site is contacted, a web selection function is downloaded to the client that includes 
a mapping table that is interpreted by the browser to display logical addresses of a 
physical process). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin by specifying the program for selecting a server as taught by 
Factor. One would be motivated to do so to automate the address mapping 
functionality. 

Martin fails to teach the claimed limitation of "repeatedly select an alternate 
server and submit an alternate request if the file is irretrievable from the selected server 
until the file is transmitted to the client or until the file has been requested from all 
servers identified in the list". 

However, Guenthner teaches a system including generation of smart HTML 
anchors in dynamic web page creation (see abstract). Guenthner teaches repeatedly 
selecting an alternate server and submit an alternate request if the file is irretrievable 
from the selected server until the file is transmitted to the client or until the file has been 
requested from all servers identified in the list (see col. 9, lines 10-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin in view of Guenthner so that all physical addresses are 
selected repeatedly until the file is retrieved. One would be motivated to do so to 
provide improved server availability. 

As to claim 17, Martin teaches the client of claim 16. 

Martin fails to teach the limitation wherein the server selection program selects a 
server, which is most likely to provide a fastest response time. 

However, Factor teaches server that the selection program selects a server, 
which is most likely to provide a fastest response time (see col. 5-7). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin by specifying the program for selecting a server with fastest 
response time as taught by Factor. One would be motivated to do so to implement load 
balancing address mapping functionality at the client. 

As to claim 18, Martin teaches the client of claim 17. 

Martin fails to teach the limitation wherein the server selection 
program selects an alternate server, which is most likely to provide a next-fastest 
response time, if the first selected server fails to begin transmission of the requested file 
to the client within a predetermined amount of time. 

However, Guenthner teaches a system including generation of smart HTML 
anchors in dynamic web page creation (see abstract). Guenthner teaches selecting an 
alternate server which is most likely to provide a next-fastest response time, if the first 
selected server fails to begin transmission of the requested file to the client within a 
predetermined amount of time (see col. 7-9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin in view of Guenthner so that alternate severs expected to 
provide a next fastest response time if the first selected server fails. One would be 
motivated to do so to provide improved server availability. 

As to claim 19, Martin fails to teach the claimed wherein the program for 
selecting a server is comprises an instructional applet written in the Java programming 
language. 

However, Factor teaches receiving at the client the program for selecting a 
server wherein the program for selecting a server is comprises an instructional applet 
written in the Java programming language (see col. 6, lines 30-50, Factor discloses that 
a mapping function is downloaded to the client everytime the client initially contacts a 
site). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin by specifying the program for selecting a server as taught by 
Factor. One would be motivated to do so to automate the address mapping 
functionality. 
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Claims 24-26 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 16-19 and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

8. Claims 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Martin in view of Factor in view of Guenthner further in view of Douglas, U.S. Patent No. 
6,684,332. 

Martin teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method and 
system for flexibly linking to remotely located content on a network through the use of 
aliases (see abstract). 

As to claim 20, Martin teaches the client of claim 19. 

Martin fails to teach the limitation wherein the applet employs object-signing 
technology to open connections to various servers and to save its state on a storage 
device on the client. 

However, Douglas teaches a method and system for the exchange of digitally 

signed objects over an insecure network (see abstract). Douglas teaches java 
applications employing object-signing technology to open connections to various 
servers and to save its state on a storage device on the client (see figs. 1-8; col. 3-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin by employing object-signing technology to open connections 
to various servers and to save its state on a storage device on the client. One would be 
motivated to do so to automate the authorization routine at the client. 

As to claim 21 , Martin teaches the client of claim 20. 

Martin fails to teach the limitation wherein the server selection program 
determines a server's expected response time on the basis of the server's times for 
response to past requests from the server selection program. 
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However, Guenthner teaches a system including generation of smart HTML 
anchors in dynamic web page creation (see abstract). Guenthner teaches determining a 
server's expected response time on the basis of the server's times for response to past 
requests from the server selection program (see col. 7, lines 25- col. 8, line 15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Martin in view of Guenthner so that the server's expected response 
time is determined on the basis of the server's times for response to past requests from 
the server selection program. One would be motivated to do so to provide improved 
server response time. 

9. Claims 27-32 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-36 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saleh Najjar whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4006. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday.- Friday 9:00am-6:00pm w/ 
first Fridays off. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (703)308-7562. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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